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background
The maladaptive schemas theory assumes the creation of 
schemas as a  result of relationships with parents during 
childhood. The aim of the study was to answer questions 
about the relations between dysfunctional parents’ schemas 
and their parental attitudes and their children’s schemas.

participants and procedure
Eighty people participated in the study: 20 full families 
with grown children: a daughter and a son. The Question-
naire of Retrospective Assessment of Parental Attitudes 
(KPR-Roc) by Plopa and the Young Schema Questionnaire 
in its short form (YSQ-S3) were used.

results
The results indicate that in the case of daughters the re-
lationships between parental attitudes and schemas re-
late primarily to the perception of the mother’s attitudes. 
The strongest positive relationship between maladaptive 
daughter’s schemas were in relation to an excessively de-
manding attitude of the mother. There were no relations 

between the perception of the father’s attitudes and sche-
mas of daughters. In the case of boys there were less sig-
nificant correlations for both the perception of the moth-
er and father. With regard to the relationship between 
parents’ schemas and children’s schemas, such mothers’ 
schemas as defectiveness, vulnerability to harm or illness 
and absolute severity and such fathers’ schemas as de-
fectiveness, entanglement and self-sacrifice showed espe-
cially strong links with daughters’ schemas. The strongest 
relationships with sons’ schemas occurred in relation to 
the mother’s schema connected with pessimism and the 
father’s vulnerability to harm.

conclusions
Young’s schemas theory seems to be significant from the 
perspective of understanding intergenerational transfers 
of beliefs and accompanying behaviours.
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Background

Cognitive-behavioural therapy (CBT) is an extremely 
popular and widely empirically verified trend of psy-
chotherapy (Thoma, Pilecki, & McKay, 2015). Its main 
objective is discovering and changing the patient’s 
dysfunctional beliefs, which leads to the elimination 
or at least a reduction of the degree of psychopatho-
logical symptoms and an improvement in the quality 
of life. A specific “supplement” of this therapy is one 
of its trends defined as “a new wave” of CBT – the 
theory of Young’s early maladaptive schemas (EMS) 
(Young, 1999; Young, Klosko, & Weishaar, 2014). Ac-
cording to the assumption of the theory based on the 
experiences in an emotional relationship with mean-
ingful people in childhood and the way in which 
basic needs are satisfied, the foundations of the as-
sumptions (schemas) concerning self-knowledge and 
knowledge about the world are created. If import-
ant needs are not satisfied, the schemas which are 
created can be of a dysfunctional character. On the 
basis of these basic, early schemas, in the course of 
development and the acquisition of self-awareness, 
core and conditional beliefs are created. These beliefs 
concern oneself and the world as well as the rules 
that govern life. The schemas have a  tendency to 
self-confirmation; therefore, they are developed and 
strengthened throughout the whole life, despite their 
dysfunctionality (Beck, Freeman, Davis, & Cierpisz, 
2005; Young, Klosko, & Weishaar, 2014).

Of course, parents as well as anyone else taking 
care of a  child have basic schemas and beliefs. The 
content of these beliefs determines, among other 
things, the methods of their functioning in a relation-
ship and creating the bonds which translate into the 
parental attitudes that they present to their children 
(cf. Grzegorzewska, 2012). In the normal course of 
events, the question can arise as to whether dysfunc-
tional schemas are connected with parental attitudes 
and whether the schemas are in any way passed on 
from parents to children.

In the literature on the subject, it is emphasized 
that the parental attitudes presented towards children 
are connected, in a significant way, with the creation 
in children of generalized positive (in the case of safe 
attitudes) or negative (in the case of unsafe attitudes) 
models of self-assessment or assessment of the world 
(Bowlby, 2000, as cited in: Marchwicki, 2004). They 
are also responsible for creating specific character-
istics (Ostafińska-Molik & Wysocka, 2014), a kind of 
created bond (Marchwicki, 2004) and also a  variety 
of mental disorders such as anxiety and somatoform 
disorders (Sobański et al., 2013). On the other hand, it 
is known that early maladaptive schemas are related 
directly to personality disorders and mental disor-
ders (Beck, Freeman, & Davis, 2005; Bosmans, Braet, 
& Van Vlierberghe, 2010; Carr & Francis, 2010; Cece-

ro, Marmon, Beitel, Hutz, & Jones, 2004; Mącik & Sas, 
2015; Mącik & Shchehelska, 2015; Young, Rygh, Wein-
berger, & Beck, 2008). Based on the above-mentioned 
empirically verified data, it can be assumed that there 
might be connections between parental attitudes and 
also early maladaptive schemas of parents and their 
children. However, in the literature there are no at-
tempts to evaluate whether there are such connec-
tions and, if so, what kind they are. A  few studies 
indicate the role of parental attitudes and the media-
tion role of schemas in problematic behaviour (Dale, 
Power, Kane, Stewart, & Murray, 2010; Field, Francis, 
& Carr, 2015; Hoffart Lunding & Hoffart, 2014; Turner, 
Rose, & Cooper, 2005). Also connections of an author-
itarian style with some dysfunctional schemas have 
been proven (Esmali Kooraneh & Amirsardari, 2015). 
The connection of the father’s behaviour in a  rela-
tionship with a  child with schemas created by the 
child was also assessed (Monirpoor, Gholamyzarch, 
Tamaddonfard, Khoosfi, &  Ganjali, 2012). The re-
search mentioned above leads to the conclusion that 
there is a connection between parents’ schemas and 
children’s schemas created on the basis of the qual-
ity of the relationships with parents, whose quality 
results from, among other things, parents’ schemas. 
However, the literature does not provide us with an 
unambiguous solution to the problem.

Therefore, the following research questions were 
posed:
1.  What are the connections between the parental at-

titudes of mothers and fathers and early maladap-
tive schemas of their children?

2.  What are the connections of early maladaptive 
schemas of parents with the schemas of their chil-
dren? Due to the wide range of analyses and the 
exploratory character of studies, directional re-
search hypotheses were not set.

ParticiPants and Procedure

In order to obtain initial answers to the above 
questions, 80 people were surveyed. There were 20 
two-parent unreconstructed families with adult chil-
dren: a daughter and a son. The parents were in the 
age range 47-63 (M = 53.83, SD = 4.28), and the chil-
dren were in the age range 22-35 (M = 27.83, SD = 3.26).  
The exclusion criterion was the existence of any 
problems in the family connected with the mental 
health of any member. Such a group was adopted due 
to the possibility of a direct comparison of the ana-
lysed variables between the generations in a  set of 
dependent groups that allowed for a conclusion in an 
intergenerational set.

To measure the variables, the following tools were 
used:
1.  Parental attitudes: The questionnaire of the Retro-

spective Assessment of Parents’ Attitudes (KPR-
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Roc), by Plopa (2008). The scale is used for the 
diagnosis of relationships with parents in a retro-
spective assessment done by the grown-up child 
in five dimensions: rejection-acceptance attitude, 
over-demanding attitude, autonomy attitude, in-
consistent attitude, overprotective attitude. The tool 
consists of two versions: the assessment of a moth-
er and the assessment of a father; each version has 
50 statements. The task of the tested person is to 
refer to these statements using a  5-point scale 
where 1 stands for definitely she/he was not like 
that and 5 stands for definitely she/he was like that. 
The reliability of the tool measured with Cron-
bach’s α coefficient in the normalization test was 
.86-.93 for the mothers’ version and .84-.90 for the 
fathers’ version.

2.  Young’s Early Maladaptive Schemas (EMS): Young 
Schema Questionnaire – the abbreviated version 
YSQ-S3, by Young, translated into Polish by Justy-
na Oettingen. The tool is used for the diagnosis of 
18 early maladaptive schemas allocated to five ar-
eas (domains) dependent on the kind of unsatisfied 
basic needs (Young et al., 2014):
•  Disconnection and Rejection; 5 schemas: aban-

donment/instability, mistrust/abuse, emotional 
deprivation, defectiveness/shame, social isola-
tion.

•  Insufficient Autonomy and Performance; 4 sche-
mas: dependence/incompetence, vulnerability to 
harm or illness, enmeshment/undeveloped self, 
failure.

•  Impaired Limits; 2 schemas: grandiosity, insuffi-
cient self-control.

•  Other Directedness; 3 schemas: subjugation, 
self-sacrifice, approval-seeking).

•  Overvigilance and inhibition; 4 schemas: negativ-
ity/pessimism, emotional inhibition, unrelenting 
standards/hypercriticalness, punitiveness).

The method consists of 90 statements for which 
the tested person uses the 6-point scale where  
1 stands for completely untrue about me and 6 stands 
for perfectly describes me. In the present research, 
the analysis of reliability using Cronbach’s α meth-
od for the whole scale was .92, and for individual 
schemas these values ranged from .86 to .97. There 
are numerous language versions of the adaptive 
tool (e.g. Calvete, Orue, &  González-Diez, 2013; 
Kriston, Schäfer, Jacob, Härter, &  Hölzel, 2013; 
Lachenal-Chevallet, Mauchand, Cottraux, Bouvard, 
&  Martin, 2006; Saritaş &  Gençö, 2011). A  Polish 
version is in progress.

The research was carried out in accordance with 
the standards for carrying out psychological re-
search. Full anonymity of the tested people and their 
right to withdraw from the research at any stage 
were retained. The research was not sponsored or  
financed from external resources.

results

Evaluation of parEntal attitudEs  
and schEmas

In the first stage, daughters and sons were compared 
in terms of their perception of the parental attitudes 
of their mothers and fathers. The results obtained 
(not presented here due to lack of space) showed that 
children regardless of their gender perceived their 
parents’ attitudes in the same way. It suggested that 
parents did not favour children in any way and used 
the same educational techniques for them. Possible 
differences between children were influenced by oth-
er things rather than their different treatment.

Another step was to determine the connections 
between the parental attitudes of fathers and moth-
ers and the schemas of daughters and sons. The Pear-
son correlation coefficients obtained are presented in 
Tables 1 and 2.

The results presented in the tables enable us to 
answer the first question posed related to the con-
nections between the parental attitudes of mothers 
and fathers and the early maladaptive schemas of their 
children. They indicate significant differentiation of 
the mutual dependency of the perception of par-
ents’ attitudes and their own schemas between the 
groups of daughters and sons. As far as daughters 
are concerned, there are much stronger relation-
ships and, most of all, they concern the perception 
of their mother’s attitudes. Strong positive correla-
tions with excessive requirements and inconsistency 
indicate strengthening schemas from the domains of 
disconnection and rejection and impaired autonomy. 
In turn, attitudes of acceptance and autonomy seem 
to be a  factor which minimizes the intensification 
of schemas from these areas. Another essential fact 
is that perception of parental attitudes by a child is 
connected only with the schemas from these two 
domains, while in other domains (except the sche-
ma pessimism) basically these connections do not 
occur. What is interesting is that there are almost 
no connections between the perception of a father’s 
attitudes and a  daughter’s schemas. It suggests the 
mother’s definitely stronger influence on creating 
early schemas in daughters while the father’s influ-
ence is decidedly slight.

As far as sons are concerned, we do not observe 
such a  great number of connections as in a  moth-
er-daughter dyad. The occurring correlations are 
strong, indeed, but sporadic in the case of the per-
ception of a  father’s and mother’s attitudes. It may 
signify that the parents have a  lesser influence on 
shaping the dysfunctional schemas in boys as com-
pared to girls.

In the next step, the similarities between the early 
maladaptive schemas of parents and children were 
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assessed. For this purpose, Pearson’s correlation co-
efficients were calculated once again between sche-
mas of mothers and their children and fathers and 
their children. The results obtained are presented in 
the Tables 3-6.

On the basis of the results it is possible to answer 
the question concerning the connections of early mal-
adaptive schemas of parents with the schemas of their 
children. The data analysis brings attention, most of 
all, to the interchangeability of the schemas of daugh-
ters and their parents, both fathers and mothers. In 
the case of mothers, the most significant correlations 
can be observed in the domain Impaired autono-
my and Performance – high intensification of these 
schemas in mothers is related to stronger schemas in 
daughters. In the case of fathers, there are definitely 
many more connections like these, the most in the 
domains Other directedness and Impaired autonomy. 
Sets of mutual dependencies of schemas of daughters 
and their parents are not the same, which indicates 
a different kind of mutual influence.

On the other hand, in the case of sons general-
ly a  lower number of correlations can be observed 
although slightly more in a  mother/son dyad than 
a father/son dyad. The strongest connections in the 
case of a mother are observed for the schemas Pes-
simism and Abandonment, and in the case of fathers 
for Vulnerability to harm, Admiration-seeking and 
Emotional inhibition.

discussion of results

The data presented above give us a lot of interesting 
conclusions which may become the starting point for 
more targeted research on the influence of a parent’s 
schemas for strengthening or weakening the sche-
mas created in a child.

The adopted research model study of a correlative 
character does not allow for conclusions to be drawn 
about the influence of one variable on another. How-
ever, referring to Young’s theory, according to which 
the EMS is a relatively constant structure created in 
childhood under the influence of emotional experi-
ences in relation to meaningful people (Young, 1999; 
Young et al., 2014), it can be assumed that, in the case 
of observed interdependences, it is rather the degree 
of intensification of the parents’ schemas which will 
play an important role in the intensification of the 
schemas in children.

A  detailed analysis of the indexes obtained for 
a mother/daughter dyad indicates that the schema 
Vulnerability to harm by a mother correlates the most 
with dysfunctional schemas in daughters. Great anx-
iety, concerns, and conviction about the inevitability 
of unpleasant events which cannot be prevented are 
related to the increase in intensification of almost all 
schemas in daughters when the strongest connection 

is the schema of Incompetence expressing itself in 
helplessness and dependence on others in everyday 
matters. The number of connections for this mother’s 
schema indicates that being fearful, apprehensive, 
and thinking about the occurrence of negative events 
do not give the daughter a sense of security and that 
is why she is not able to create a self-image as an ef-
fective person coping with everything. Similarly, the 
mother’s conviction about her inferiority and the ne-
cessity of hiding her real self from others for fear of 
being rejected (Defectiveness) is favourable to the in-
tensification of the daughters’ schemas especially in 
the domains Disconnection/rejection and Impaired 
autonomy. It means that the daughters of mothers 
with a  domineering schema of “Defectiveness” be-
come convinced that they cannot count on others 
to satisfy their own needs, especially their needs of 
acceptance and safety, and also their conviction in 
independent and effective functioning weakens. It 
is also worth noting the schema of Punitiveness of 
mothers showing strictness, tendency to punish, and 
difficulty in forgiving mistakes. Daughters of such 
mothers are characterised, most of all, by an intensi-
fied schema of Abandonment and Failure expressing 
their conviction that others are unpredictable, pun-
ishing, whereas I  am weak, incompetent, helpless. 
Also connections of the schema Failure with the 
schemas of the daughters are noticeable.

In the case of the mother/son dyad, a completely 
different set of schemas significantly connected with 
one another are observed. What is more, the coeffi-
cients are mostly of an inversely proportional char-
acter. The more intensified is the schema Pessimism 
of mothers, the weaker are the developed schemas 
Emotional deprivation, Defectiveness, Failure, En-
tanglement and Self-sacrifice in sons. It can be under-
stood as the specific objection of sons to the negative 
predictions of mothers that everything will be unfa-
vourable; therefore, they try to maintain a positive 
self-image as effective people who can cope with ev-
erything, who are independent, and that is why they 
do not create developed schemas of Defectiveness or 
Failure. On the other hand, a worrying mother may 
give so much attention that the schema of Emotional 
deprivation is not developed. A  similar mechanism 
seems to underlie the connections of a mother’s de-
fectiveness schema with Grandiosity and Punitive-
ness in sons: a mother convinced of her own inferi-
ority evokes in sons the opposite conviction: of their 
own special rights, rivalry and proving their own su-
periority over other people and also punishing (and 
self-punishing) for mistakes, strictness, the necessity 
to achieve high expectations.

The schema Emotional deprivation of a  moth-
er (not showing any connections with daughters’ 
schemas) in the case of sons is related negatively to 
Mistrust and positively to Enmeshment and Self-sac-
rifice. It can mean that the sons of mothers who are 



Trans-generational transfer of early maladaptive schemas – a preliminary study performed on a non-clinical group

138 current issues in personality psychology

Ta
bl

e 
3

Pe
ar

so
n 

co
rr

el
at

io
n 

co
eff

ic
ie

nt
s 

be
tw

ee
n 

m
ot

he
rs

’ a
nd

 d
au

gh
te

rs
’ s

ch
em

as

M
ot

he
rs

’ s
ch

em
as

D
au

gh
te

rs
’ s

ch
em

as

1
2

3
4

5
6

7
8

9
10

11
12

13
14

15
16

17
18

1.
 E

m
ot

io
na

l d
ep

ri
va

ti
on

 
0.

16
0.

25
0.

09
0.

07
0.

27
0.

18
–0

.0
2

0.
28

0.
20

–0
.1

7
–0

.1
7

–0
.0

7
0.

07
–0

.0
3

–0
.3

8
0.

13
0.

28
–0

.0
9

2.
 A

ba
nd

on
m

en
t/

in
st

ab
ili

ty
–0

.2
2

0.
16

–0
.2

1
–0

.1
7

–0
.1

3
–0

.0
1

–0
.2

6
–0

.0
5

–0
.1

0
–0

.3
4

–0
.1

5
–0

.2
9

–0
.1

2
0.

13
–0

.3
5

0.
12

0.
06

–0
.2

8

3.
 M

is
tr

us
t/

ab
us

e
0.
46

0.
41

0.
39

0.
27

0.
44

0.
39

0.
47

0.
43

0.
23

–0
.0

4
0.

40
0.

42
0.

30
–0

.0
2

0.
34

–0
.2

3
0.
56

*
0.

31

4.
 S

oc
ia

l i
so

la
ti

on
–0

.0
9

0.
24

–0
.0

8
–0

.1
9

–0
.1

6
0.

02
–0

.0
5

–0
.2

3
–0

.3
5

–0
.1

8
0.

13
–0

.1
3

–0
.1

9
0.

01
0.

10
–0

.5
5

–0
.0

9
–0

.0
2

5.
 D

ef
ec

ti
ve

ne
ss

/s
ha

m
e

0.
55

0.
50

0.
49

0.
45

0.
65

*
0.
50

0.
49

0.
60

*
0.

50
0.

04
0.

29
0.

44
0.

28
0.

08
0.

00
–0

.0
2

0.
67

*
0.

26

6.
 F

ai
lu

re
–0

.0
2

0.
45

0.
53

0.
34

0.
22

0.
59

*
0.

30
0.

26
0.

25
0.

41
0.
64

*
0.

25
–0

.2
4

0.
82

*
0.

31
–0

.3
6

0.
33

0.
46

7.
 D

ep
en

de
nc

e/
in

co
m

pe
te

nc
e

0.
02

0.
05

0.
28

0.
41

0.
27

0.
30

0.
11

0.
34

0.
49

0.
21

0.
23

0.
12

–0
.1

1
0.
63

*
–0

.1
4

0.
29

0.
33

0.
00

8.
  V

ul
ne

ra
bi

lit
y 

to
 h

ar
m

 o
r 

ill
ne

ss
0.
62

*
0.
42

0.
71

*
0.
68

*
0.
65

*
0.
60

*
0.
84

*
0.
75

*
0.
46

0.
10

0.
74

*
0.
76

*
0.
55

0.
20

0.
68

*
–0

.3
8

0.
65

*
0.
44

9.
  E

nm
es

hm
en

t/
un

de
ve

lo
pe

d 
se

lf
0.

14
–0

.0
9

0.
35

0.
37

0.
31

0.
35

0.
09

0.
51

0.
49

0.
01

0.
16

0.
04

–0
.0

8
0.
45

–0
.1

5
0.

41
0.
60

*
–0

.0
6

10
. G

ra
nd

io
si

ty
0.

18
0.
53

0.
16

0.
16

0.
20

0.
18

0.
39

0.
29

0.
19

–0
.1

3
0.

27
0.

35
0.

26
0.

13
0.

35
–0

.2
1

0.
32

–0
.1

2

11
. I

ns
uff

ic
ie

nt
 s

el
f-

co
nt

ro
l

0.
19

0.
16

0.
21

0.
25

0.
40

0.
52

0.
34

0.
14

0.
14

0.
33

0.
31

0.
36

–0
.0

3
0.

23
0.

28
–0

.1
7

0.
18

0.
42

12
. S

ub
ju

ga
ti

on
0.

43
–0

.2
7

0.
08

0.
00

0.
30

0.
15

0.
11

0.
30

0.
26

–0
.3

3
–0

.1
3

0.
12

0.
31

–0
.3

4
–0

.0
8

0.
43

0.
47

0.
09

13
. S

el
f-

sa
cr

if
ic

e
0.

16
–0

.0
4

–0
.1

0
–0

.2
0

0.
04

–0
.1

7
0.

03
0.

13
0.

04
–0

.2
4

–0
.2

6
0.

05
0.
56

–0
.5
5

–0
.1

8
0.

33
0.

15
–0

.0
3

14
. A

pp
ro

va
l s

ee
ki

ng
–0

.2
5

–0
.1

3
–0

.2
9

–0
.0

5
–0

.0
8

–0
.1

1
–0

.2
7

–0
.1

5
0.

08
0.

10
–0

.2
2

–0
.2

1
–0

.3
2

0.
21

–0
.3

7
0.
49

–0
.0

2
–0

.2
7

15
. E

m
ot

io
na

l i
nh

ib
it

io
n

–0
.1

2
–0

.3
5

–0
.4

2
–0

.4
0

–0
.2

6
–0

.1
5

–0
.2

6
–0

.2
1

–0
.1

4
–0

.7
4*

–0
.4

4
–0

.3
0

–0
.1

6
–0

.1
3

–0
.2

1
0.

09
–0

.1
3

–0
.6
2*

16
.  U

nr
el

en
ti

ng
 s

ta
nd

ar
ds

/ 
hy

pe
rc

ri
ti

ca
ln

es
s

–0
.0

6
0.

31
–0

.1
8

–0
.2

5
–0

.1
1

–0
.2

5
–0

.0
9

0.
05

0.
04

–0
.4

1
–0

.3
0

–0
.1

3
0.

32
–0

.2
4

–0
.3

6
0.

12
0.

05
–0

.4
6

17
. N

eg
at

iv
it

y/
pe

ss
im

is
m

–0
.1

7
0.

37
0.

41
0.

39
0.

08
0.

41
0.

28
0.

25
0.

02
0.

29
0.
64

*
0.

18
–0

.1
1

0.
65

*
0.

26
–0

.5
0

0.
21

0.
24

18
. P

un
it

iv
en

es
s

0.
27

0.
57

*
0.

41
0.

25
0.
45

0.
52

0.
47

0.
35

0.
30

0.
14

0.
49

0.
39

0.
18

0.
36

0.
14

–0
.3

9
0.
44

0.
36

N
ot

e.
 In

 b
ol

d:
 s

ig
ni

fi
ca

nt
 c

or
re

la
ti

on
 a

t 
th

e 
le

ve
l o

f 
.0

5;
 *

si
gn

if
ic

an
t 

co
rr

el
at

io
n 

at
 t

he
 le

ve
l o

f 
.0

1.
 N

um
be

rs
 in

 u
pp

er
 r

ow
 a

re
 in

 a
cc

or
da

nc
e 

w
it

h 
th

e 
or

de
r 

of
 s

ch
em

as
 o

n 
th

e 
le

ft
.



Dorota Mącik, Jan Chodkiewicz, Daria Bielicka

139volume 4(3), 6

Ta
bl

e 
4

Pe
ar

so
n 

co
rr

el
at

io
n 

co
eff

ic
ie

nt
s 

be
tw

ee
n 

m
ot

he
rs

’ a
nd

 s
on

s’
 s

ch
em

as

M
ot

he
rs

’ s
ch

em
as

So
ns

’ s
ch

em
as

1
2

3
4

5
6

7
8

9
10

11
12

13
14

15
16

17
18

1.
 E

m
ot

io
na

l d
ep

ri
va

ti
on

 
0.

12
–0

.2
0

–0
.4
9

0.
39

0.
08

0.
20

0.
19

–0
.2

7
0.
50

0.
28

–0
.2

3
–0

.1
1

0.
65
*

–0
.0

6
0.

02
–0

.3
2

–0
.3

2
–0

.1
1

2.
 A

ba
nd

on
m

en
t/

in
st

ab
ili

ty
–0

.3
3

–0
.3

2
–0

.4
1

–0
.2

7
–0

.3
1

–0
.1

1
0.

00
–0

.3
8

–0
.0

1
–0

.3
0

–0
.4

0
–0

.2
9

0.
32

–0
.3

0
–0

.4
3

–0
.8
6*

–0
.7
7*

–0
.3

9

3.
 M

is
tr

us
t/

ab
us

e
0.

11
0.

13
–0

.2
2

–0
.0

3
–0

.0
3

–0
.0

7
0.

20
0.

03
–0

.2
0

–0
.0

5
0.

34
–0

.3
8

0.
31

–0
.5
9*

0.
04

–0
.4
7

–0
.0

3
0.

28

4.
 S

oc
ia

l i
so

la
ti

on
–0

.3
5

0.
08

–0
.1

5
–0

.4
3

–0
.3

2
–0
.4
8

–0
.2

9
0.

14
–0

.1
9

–0
.0

1
–0

.0
3

–0
.2

5
0.

39
–0

.0
8

–0
.3

8
–0

.2
2

–0
.2

6
0.

36

5.
 D

ef
ec

ti
ve

ne
ss

/s
ha

m
e

0.
20

–0
.1

2
–0

.2
0

0.
42

–0
.0

1
0.

04
0.

42
0.

15
0.

19
0.
58
*

0.
06

0.
02

0.
21

–0
.1

8
0.

31
0.

12
0.

19
0.
47

6.
 F

ai
lu

re
–0

.3
5

0.
12

0.
24

–0
.1

8
–0

.2
7

–0
.1

1
0.

31
0.

36
–0

.1
5

–0
.2

0
0.

08
0.
47

–0
.3

0
–0

.0
8

0.
04

–0
.2

6
–0

.1
2

0.
31

7.
 D

ep
en

de
nc

e/
in

co
m

pe
te

nc
e

–0
.0

7
–0

.2
1

0.
07

0.
18

–0
.2

8
0.

02
0.

39
–0

.0
5

0.
17

0.
10

–0
.4

4
0.

36
–0

.2
6

0.
19

0.
22

–0
.1

1
–0

.2
6

–0
.0

9

8.
  V

ul
ne

ra
bi

lit
y 

to
 h

ar
m

 o
r 

ill
ne

ss
0.

09
0.

17
–0

.1
3

–0
.0

4
–0

.2
2

–0
.2

0
0.

27
0.

12
–0
.4
8

–0
.2

3
0.
46

–0
.1

2
–0

.2
7

–0
.6
3*

0.
43

–0
.2

5
0.

18
0.

42

9.
  E

nm
es

hm
en

t/
un

de
ve

lo
pe

d 
se

lf
0.

03
0.

07
0.

06
0.

41
0.

02
0.

37
0.
47

0.
04

0.
18

0.
26

–0
.0

1
0.

14
0.

01
0.

12
0.

28
–0

.3
2

–0
.1

7
–0

.2
1

10
. G

ra
nd

io
si

ty
–0

.3
0

–0
.0

6
–0

.1
9

–0
.5
5

–0
.4
6

–0
.3

9
–0

.0
6

–0
.4

2
–0

.4
5

–0
.2

9
0.

24
–0

.2
1

0.
18

–0
.4
7

–0
.4

1
–0

.4
5

–0
.2

8
–0

.3
3

11
. I

ns
uff

ic
ie

nt
 s

el
f-

co
nt

ro
l

0.
26

0.
00

0.
27

0.
27

0.
51

0.
58
*

0.
39

0.
25

–0
.0

8
0.

03
0.

43
0.

39
–0

.2
3

0.
10

0.
05

0.
38

0.
38

0.
11

12
. S

ub
ju

ga
ti

on
0.

39
0.

07
–0

.0
1

0.
40

0.
35

0.
45

0.
48

0.
15

0.
15

0.
22

0.
24

–0
.1

9
0.

21
–0

.2
9

0.
22

–0
.2

3
0.

14
0.

06

13
. S

el
f-

sa
cr

if
ic

e
0.

20
–0

.0
6

–0
.1

3
0.

02
0.

19
0.

12
0.

02
–0

.2
7

–0
.0

7
0.

06
0.

24
–0

.4
1

0.
09

–0
.4
9

–0
.1

5
–0

.2
5

0.
12

–0
.2

6

14
. A

pp
ro

va
l s

ee
ki

ng
0.

03
–0

.3
3

0.
12

0.
10

0.
12

0.
34

0.
10

–0
.3

4
0.

16
0.

10
–0

.4
1

0.
05

–0
.0

5
0.

36
–0

.3
3

–0
.0

1
–0

.2
9

–0
.6
2*

15
. E

m
ot

io
na

l i
nh

ib
it

io
n

–0
.4

3
–0

.1
9

0.
02

–0
.3

2
–0

.3
7

–0
.1

9
0.

11
0.

07
–0

.0
5

0.
20

–0
.0

2
0.

27
0.

26
0.

15
–0

.3
9

0.
10

–0
.1

8
–0

.1
6

16
.  U

nr
el

en
ti

ng
 s

ta
nd

ar
ds

/ 
hy

pe
rc

ri
ti

ca
ln

es
s

–0
.2

6
–0

.1
9

–0
.3

1
–0

.3
0

–0
.4

4
–0

.4
3

–0
.1

9
–0
.5
6

0.
11

0.
20

–0
.2

2
–0

.2
6

0.
55

–0
.2

1
–0
.4
8

–0
.3

5
–0

.3
7

–0
.4

0

17
. N

eg
at

iv
it

y/
pe

ss
im

is
m

–0
.5
9*

–0
.0

8
–0

.0
8

–0
.4

3
–0
.5
5

–0
.4
7

–0
.1

0
0.

10
–0
.5
7

–0
.3

7
0.

00
0.

02
–0
.5
1

–0
.3

4
–0

.0
6

–0
.4

4
–0

.2
9

0.
25

18
. P

un
it

iv
en

es
s

–0
.1

2
–0

.0
8

–0
.0

4
–0

.1
4

–0
.3

0
–0

.2
9

0.
30

0.
06

–0
.0

4
0.

18
–0

.0
1

0.
16

0.
17

–0
.3

1
–0

.1
3

–0
.2

2
–0

.1
1

0.
41

N
ot

e.
 In

 b
ol

d:
 s

ig
ni

fi
ca

nt
 c

or
re

la
ti

on
 a

t 
th

e 
le

ve
l o

f 
.0

5;
 *

si
gn

if
ic

an
t 

co
rr

el
at

io
n 

at
 t

he
 le

ve
l o

f 
.0

1.
 N

um
be

rs
 in

 u
pp

er
 r

ow
 a

re
 in

 a
cc

or
da

nc
e 

w
it

h 
th

e 
or

de
r 

of
 s

ch
em

as
 o

n 
th

e 
le

ft
.



Trans-generational transfer of early maladaptive schemas – a preliminary study performed on a non-clinical group

140 current issues in personality psychology

Ta
bl

e 
5

Pe
ar

so
n 

co
rr

el
at

io
n 

co
eff

ic
ie

nt
s 

be
tw

ee
n 

fa
th

er
s’

 a
nd

 d
au

gh
te

rs
’ s

ch
em

as

Fa
th

er
s’

 s
ch

em
as

D
au

gh
te

rs
’ s

ch
em

as

1
2

3
4

5
6

7
8

9
10

11
12

13
14

15
16

17
18

1.
 E

m
ot

io
na

l d
ep

ri
va

ti
on

 
0.

43
–0

.0
9

0.
18

0.
12

0.
33

0.
11

0.
24

0.
16

0.
09

0.
26

0.
12

0.
12

0.
06

0.
23

0.
04

–0
.4

0
0.

26
0.

44

2.
 A

ba
nd

on
m

en
t/

in
st

ab
ili

ty
0.

21
–0

.1
6

0.
07

0.
01

0.
16

0.
00

0.
14

0.
13

0.
00

0.
17

0.
34

–0
.0

5
0.

21
0.

12
–0

.0
3

–0
.4

4
0.

18
0.

33

3.
 M

is
tr

us
t/

ab
us

e
0.

35
–0

.0
3

0.
11

–0
.0

1
0.

19
0.

07
0.

33
0.

10
–0

.0
6

0.
33

0.
44

0.
20

–0
.1

6
–0

.0
4

0.
14

–0
.4
8

0.
13

0.
42

4.
 S

oc
ia

l i
so

la
ti

on
0.
53

0.
27

0.
34

0.
28

0.
47

0.
41

0.
55

0.
39

0.
21

0.
52

0.
37

0.
42

–0
.2

2
–0

.0
3

0.
43

–0
.1

2
0.
55

0.
40

5.
 D

ef
ec

ti
ve

ne
ss

/s
ha

m
e

0.
53

0.
40

0.
28

0.
36

0.
67

*
0.
48

0.
52

0.
46

0.
41

0.
57

*
0.
54

0.
04

0.
05

0.
09

0.
24

–0
.1

0
0.
45

0.
42

6.
 F

ai
lu

re
0.

39
0.

25
0.

37
0.

30
0.

43
0.

37
0.

51
*

0.
38

0.
20

0.
49

0.
55

0.
15

–0
.2

6
0.

05
0.

41
–0

.1
0

0.
34

0.
48

7.
 D

ep
en

de
nc

e/
in

co
m

pe
te

nc
e

0.
33

0.
33

0.
34

0.
21

0.
32

0.
42

0.
50

*
0.

15
–0

.0
4

0.
48

0.
20

0.
49

–0
.5
5

0.
20

0.
54

0.
00

0.
21

0.
64

*

8.
  V

ul
ne

ra
bi

lit
y 

to
 h

ar
m

 o
r 

ill
ne

ss
0.

05
–0

.4
0

–0
.1

1
–0

.1
6

0.
01

–0
.1

0
–0

.2
0

–0
.2

0
–0

.1
4

–0
.1

4
–0

.1
9

–0
.2

5
0.

22
0.

26
–0

.2
9

–0
.3

7
–0

.1
3

0.
29

9.
  E

nm
es

hm
en

t/
un

de
ve

lo
pe

d 
se

lf
0.
65

*
0.

37
0.

38
0.

36
0.
52

0.
26

0.
69

*
0.
46

0.
32

0.
70

*
0.
69
*

0.
49

–0
.1

8
–0

.0
2

0.
41

–0
.2

8
0.

43
0.

41

10
. G

ra
nd

io
si

ty
0.

02
0.

19
–0

.1
2

–0
.2

2
0.

02
0.

16
0.

03
–0

.1
8

–0
.3

8
–0

.0
1

0.
12

–0
.0

8
–0

.5
0

–0
.2

1
0.

03
–0

.2
8

–0
.1

1
0.

22

11
. I

ns
uff

ic
ie

nt
 s

el
f–

co
nt

ro
l

0.
21

0.
04

–0
.0

6
–0

.1
2

0.
12

–0
.0

8
0.

13
0.

09
–0

.0
8

0.
14

0.
59
*

–0
.1

7
0.

02
–0

.2
2

–0
.1

0
–0

.5
7*

0.
10

0.
14

12
. S

ub
ju

ga
ti

on
0.
60

*
0.

34
0.

43
0.

44
0.
61

*
0.

41
0.
64

*
0.
54

0.
43

0.
64

*
.05

7*
0.

26
–0

.0
6

0.
04

0.
44

–0
.0

7
0.
59

*
0.

43

13
. S

el
f-

sa
cr

if
ic

e
0.
47

0.
23

0.
41

0.
45

0.
55

0.
41

0.
49

0.
59

*
0.

40
0.

44
0.

42
–0

.0
1

–0
.0

4
–0

.0
6

0.
35

0.
01

0.
64

*
0.

22

14
. A

pp
ro

va
l s

ee
ki

ng
–0

.3
2

–0
.5
1

–0
.3

6
–0

.3
5

–0
.2

8
–0

.3
8

–0
.5
5

–0
.3

1
–0

.2
0

–0
.4
9

–0
.1

7
–0

.6
8*

0.
55

0.
12

–0
.5
7*

–0
.3

5
–0

.3
0

–0
.0

8

15
. E

m
ot

io
na

l i
nh

ib
it

io
n

0.
41

0.
18

0.
05

0.
18

0.
28

0.
10

0.
44

0.
27

0.
03

0.
42

0.
61
*

0.
31

–0
.2

4
–0

.3
8

0.
23

–0
.3

7
0.

27
0.

01

16
.  U

nr
el

en
ti

ng
 s

ta
nd

ar
ds

/ 
hy

pe
rc

ri
ti

ca
ln

es
s

–0
.2

4
–0

.1
4

–0
.5
1

–0
.4
6

–0
.2

2
–0

.3
4

–0
.4
5

–0
.3

2
–0

.1
7

–0
.3

7
0.

01
–0

.6
1*

0.
47

–0
.1

9
–0

.6
3*

–0
.3

9
–0

.2
4

–0
.3

3

17
. N

eg
at

iv
it

y/
pe

ss
im

is
m

0.
29

0.
13

0.
17

0.
04

0.
23

0.
29

0.
37

0.
13

0.
05

0.
37

0.
28

0.
18

–0
.2

4
–0

.1
1

0.
27

–0
.0

9
0.

21
0.

39

18
. P

un
it

iv
en

es
s

0.
44

0.
27

0.
20

0.
18

0.
43

0.
27

0.
50

0.
38

0.
26

0.
48

0.
65
*

0.
09

–0
.1

3
–0

.2
7

0.
22

–0
.2

2
0.

37
0.

16
N

ot
e.

 In
 b

ol
d:

 s
ig

ni
fi

ca
nt

 c
or

re
la

ti
on

 a
t 

th
e 

le
ve

l o
f 

.0
5;

 *
si

gn
if

ic
an

t 
co

rr
el

at
io

n 
at

 t
he

 le
ve

l o
f 

.0
1.

 N
um

be
rs

 in
 u

pp
er

 r
ow

 a
re

 in
 a

cc
or

da
nc

e 
w

it
h 

th
e 

or
de

r 
of

 s
ch

em
as

 o
n 

th
e 

le
ft

.



Dorota Mącik, Jan Chodkiewicz, Daria Bielicka

141volume 4(3), 6

Ta
bl

e 
6

Pe
ar

so
n 

co
rr

el
at

io
n 

co
eff

ic
ie

nt
s 

be
tw

ee
n 

fa
th

er
s’

 a
nd

 s
on

s’
 s

ch
em

as

Fa
th

er
s’

 s
ch

em
as

So
ns

’ s
ch

em
as

1
2

3
4

5
6

7
8

9
10

11
12

13
14

15
16

17
18

1.
 E

m
ot

io
na

l d
ep

ri
va

ti
on

 
0.
57

*
0.

14
–0

.0
1

0.
52

0.
63

*
0.

41
0.

10
0.

26
0.

17
0.

36
0.

34
–0

.2
7

0.
12

–0
.1

1
0.

33
0.

36
0.
56

0.
39

2.
  A

ba
nd

on
m

en
t/

 
in

st
ab

ili
ty

0.
33

–0
.0

9
–0

.0
9

0.
25

0.
41

0.
26

0.
04

0.
05

–0
.1

2
0.

05
0.

25
–0

.3
9

–0
.2

4
–0

.4
5

0.
14

–0
.0

1
0.

34
0.

13

3.
 M

is
tr

us
t/

ab
us

e
0.

21
–0

.0
1

–0
.0

6
–0

.0
5

0.
13

–0
.1

2
0.

00
0.

22
–0

.3
2

–0
.0

2
0.

31
–0

.3
3

–0
.2

1
–0

.6
1*

0.
11

0.
06

0.
41

0.
51

4.
 S

oc
ia

l i
so

la
ti

on
0.

19
0.

10
–0

.0
3

–0
.0

5
0.

07
–0

.0
1

0.
24

0.
15

–0
.3

8
–0

.0
3

0.
43

–0
.3

4
0.

03
–0

.5
8*

0.
04

–0
.2

3
0.

20
0.

38

5.
 D

ef
ec

ti
ve

ne
ss

/s
ha

m
e

0.
43

–0
.3

3
–0

.2
5

0.
26

0.
20

0.
23

0.
44

–0
.1

9
0.

02
0.

01
0.

00
–0

.1
0

0.
01

–0
.5
1

0.
10

–0
.1

1
0.

07
0.

16

6.
 F

ai
lu

re
0.

07
–0

.2
1

–0
.2

0
–0

.0
6

–0
.2

0
–0

.3
2

0.
19

0.
13

–0
.3

0
–0

.0
4

0.
04

–0
.1

7
–0

.3
0

–0
.6
9*

0.
19

–0
.1

3
0.

15
0.
61

*

7.
  D

ep
en

de
nc

e/
 

in
co

m
pe

te
nc

e
0.

02
0.

00
–0

.0
6

–0
.2

3
–0

.0
2

–0
.2

4
0.

05
0.

37
–0

.4
5

–0
.2

7
0.

31
–0

.1
5

–0
.2

7
–0

.6
1*

0.
07

–0
.0

7
0.

24
0.
71

*

8.
  V

ul
ne

ra
bi

lit
y 

to
 h

ar
m

 o
r 

ill
ne

ss
0.
47

0.
00

0.
08

0.
62

*
0.
74

*
0.
56

0.
06

0.
34

0.
43

0.
45

0.
08

0.
02

0.
03

0.
28

0.
25

0.
58

*
0.
50

0.
28

9.
  E

nm
es

hm
en

t/
 

un
de

ve
lo

pe
d 

se
lf

0.
29

–0
.0

5
–0

.2
5

–0
.1

4
–0

.1
4

–0
.3

1
0.

11
–0

.0
8

–0
.3

6
–0

.2
4

0.
20

–0
.3

9
–0

.0
8

–0
.7
9*

0.
23

–0
.1

9
0.

19
0.

37

10
. G

ra
nd

io
si

ty
–0

.1
3

–0
.2

4
–0

.3
3

–0
.2

2
–0

.0
2

–0
.2

1
–0

.0
9

0.
14

–0
.1

9
–0

.0
8

0.
02

–0
.2

6
0.

19
–0

.4
4

–0
.3

0
–0

.1
9

–0
.1

0
0.
49

11
.  I

ns
uff

ic
ie

nt
 s

el
f-

co
nt

ro
l

0.
14

–0
.2

4
–0

.3
4

–0
.0

7
–0

.0
1

–0
.2

1
–0

.0
7

–0
.1

8
–0

.1
7

0.
01

0.
01

–0
.5
3

0.
04

–0
.6
8*

–0
.0

9
–0

.2
7

0.
04

0.
21

12
. S

ub
ju

ga
ti

on
0.

23
–0

.2
2

–0
.2

7
–0

.0
2

–0
.1

8
–0

.2
4

0.
28

–0
.0

5
–0

.2
8

–0
.0

5
0.

00
–0

.3
4

–0
.1

3
–0

.7
5*

0.
18

–0
.2

8
0.

05
0.

41

13
. S

el
f-

sa
cr

if
ic

e
0.

06
–0

.2
7

–0
.3

7
0.

11
–0

.2
6

–0
.2

4
0.

24
–0

.0
6

–0
.1

7
0.

22
–0

.0
9

–0
.3

3
0.

00
–0

.5
7

0.
17

–0
.2

9
–0

.0
7

0.
38

14
. A

pp
ro

va
l s

ee
ki

ng
0.

31
–0

.1
1

0.
06

0.
56

0.
62

*
0.
59

*
–0

.0
4

–0
.0

4
0.
49

0.
38

–0
.2

0
–0

.0
4

0.
00

0.
36

0.
04

0.
26

0.
17

–0
.2

7

15
. E

m
ot

io
na

l i
nh

ib
it

io
n

–0
.0

3
–0

.2
0

–0
.3

8
–0

.4
0

–0
.3

7
–0

.4
8

–0
.0

6
–0

.2
0

–0
.6
0*

–0
.3

1
0.

09
–0

.5
9*

–0
.0

4
–0

.7
7*

–0
.0

9
–0

.4
1

–0
.1

4
0.

22

16
.  U

nr
el

en
ti

ng
 s

ta
nd

ar
ds

/
hy

pe
rc

ri
ti

ca
ln

es
s

0.
15

–0
.2

8
–0

.0
2

0.
16

0.
33

0.
37

0.
00

–0
.3

9
0.

38
0.

28
–0

.1
9

–0
.0

8
0.

34
0.

20
–0

.4
5

0.
06

–0
.1

0
–0

.5
4

17
. N

eg
at

iv
it

y/
pe

ss
im

is
m

–0
.1

3
–0

.2
7

–0
.0

7
–0

.3
2

–0
.2

8
–0

.3
8

0.
19

0.
26

–0
.3

7
–0

.1
3

0.
04

–0
.0

4
–0

.3
1

–0
.6
8*

–0
.0

6
–0

.0
9

0.
12

0.
58

*

18
. P

un
it

iv
en

es
s

–0
.0

1
–0

.3
4

–0
.3

3
–0

.2
3

–0
.3

6
–0

.4
1

0.
17

–0
.1

1
–0

.3
3

–0
.0

1
–0

.0
2

–0
.2

4
–0

.0
5

–0
.7
2*

–0
.0

5
–0

.2
0

–0
.0

2
0.

33
N

ot
e.

 In
 b

ol
d:

 s
ig

ni
fi

ca
nt

 c
or

re
la

ti
on

 a
t 

th
e 

le
ve

l o
f 

.0
5;

 *
si

gn
if

ic
an

t 
co

rr
el

at
io

n 
at

 t
he

 le
ve

l o
f 

.0
1.

 N
um

be
rs

 in
 u

pp
er

 r
ow

 a
re

 in
 a

cc
or

da
nc

e 
w

it
h 

th
e 

or
de

r 
of

 s
ch

em
as

 o
n 

th
e 

le
ft

.



Trans-generational transfer of early maladaptive schemas – a preliminary study performed on a non-clinical group

142 current issues in personality psychology

convinced that nobody can satisfy their emotional 
needs (understanding, attention, support, warmth) 
do not gain the convictions, indeed, that other peo-
ple cause emotional harm; however, to a high degree 
they withdraw from the realization of their needs in 
favour of others (including his mother), and they are 
also characterized by a  tendency to excessive emo-
tional engagement with loved ones. This may suggest 
a desire for taking care of an emotionally weak moth-
er at the cost of their own development.

Summing up the relationships between the sche-
mas of mothers and their children, most of all, it 
should be emphasised that daughters seem to re-
spond to their mothers’ schemas in a complementary 
way so as to satisfy their mothers’ needs and behave 
according to their convictions entering their vision 
of the world. In this way, to a  certain degree, they 
confirm their mothers’ convictions providing addi-
tional evidence for their validity; however, mothers 
also confirm their daughters’ convictions. Hence, the 
correlations obtained are strong and positive. It is 
different in the case of children. Their schemas are 
indeed complementary to those of their mothers; 
however, most of the significant connections are of 
a  negative character, which indicates a  desire for 
the determination of one’s own identity or identity 
typical of their own sex. At the same time, it should 
be remembered that some mothers’ schemas are im-
portant for daughters, others for sons.

The second analysed group of relationships con-
sists of the connections between the fathers’ schemas 
and their children’s.

In a  father/daughter dyad a  great number of 
observed connections are paid attention to. They are 
mostly of a positive character.

Three fathers’ schemas – Defectiveness, En-
meshment and Subjugation – are related signifi-
cantly to their daughters’ schemas. These schemas 
are expressed in the convictions concerning their 
own worthlessness, disadvantages, inferiority; the 
unimportance of their own needs for others and in 
consequence being subordinate to others; striving 
for excessively close emotional relationships which 
ensure support and enable survival. Due to such fa-
thers’ convictions their daughters’ convictions are 
such that their emotional needs will not be satisfied; 
they also strengthen their conviction of their own in-
feriority, inadequacy in features of “self” as well as 
competences and achievements. At the same time, 
the father with such convictions is a weak father and 
can strengthen in his daughter the convictions of su-
periority, and privileges which are due to them; how-
ever, he does not teach her to cope with frustration, 
which is related to a lack of self-control and difficulty 
in achieving goals, especially long-term ones. This, 
in turn, supports in daughters the convictions of the 
lack of competence and also teaches that negative 
scenarios are satisfied, which intensifies the sche-

ma Pessimism. Such convictions of daughters may 
definitely negatively influence their relationships in 
adult life, which is worth investigating in future re-
search.

The schema Self-sacrifice of fathers (focusing on 
satisfying the other’s needs often at the expense of 
one’s own needs so as not to cause pain to others) 
intensifies in daughters mainly pessimism and being 
worried, the conviction that everything that is going 
to happen will be difficult and also the fear of what 
may happen (Pessimism and Vulnerability to harm). 
Daughters of such fathers are also convinced that 
they are inferior, different, hardly effective, incapa-
ble, detached and outsiders.

In turn, the stronger developed schema of Ap-
proval seeking and Unrelenting standards in fa-
thers (striving for and gaining approval and respect 
and, at the same time, setting high requirements of 
themselves and others) to a  lesser degree creates 
convictions related to the necessity for daughters to 
suppress emotions so as to avoid the disapproval of 
others.

So, fathers with developed schemas which show 
them as weak, immature, and insecure in their con-
victions intensify the schemas connected with the 
insecurity and inferiority of daughters. Fathers per-
ceived as strong prevent the formation of convictions 
about negating themselves for others.

The father/son dyad definitely has less depen-
dencies which are significant than in the case of oth-
er dyads.

The fathers’ schema Emotional deprivation (the 
conviction that his needs will not be satisfied or will 
be satisfied in the wrong way) strengthens in sons the 
same convictions, and, moreover, develops a sense of 
being different, odd, inferior and, related to this, be-
ing worried and focusing on the negative aspects of 
reality). Similar dependencies can be observed in the 
case of the schema Vulnerability to hurt, which addi-
tionally strengthens the development of convictions 
of one’s own incompetence and setting high require-
ments for oneself to avoid criticism.

The father’s Approval-seeking schema (striving 
for and gaining acceptance and respect by adjusting 
to the expectations of others) intensifies the sons’ 
convictions of their own inferiority, ineffectiveness 
and being unable to cope. They are also more con-
vinced that they do not match other social groups. 
So the Enmeshment schema is developed as well, ex-
pressing itself with the conviction that only excep-
tional emotional intimacy allows for experiencing 
positive feelings related to the “self”.

On the other hand, the Emotional inhibition of 
fathers, expressed by avoiding emotions and spon-
taneous behaviour for fear of being rejected in some 
way, protects against the development by sons of the 
convictions of their own ineffectiveness; they also do 
not create convictions about striving for acceptance 
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and making their self-assessment dependent on the 
assessment of others. Also, they do not make them-
selves submit to others at the cost of their own needs.

To sum up, as in the case of mothers, daughters 
react more strongly to fathers’ schemas and it is, in 
most cases, a complementary reaction which means 
the creation by daughters of the beliefs resulting 
from their fathers’ beliefs. Different fathers’ sche-
mas are more important for sons than for daughters. 
However, it is worth emphasizing that as in the case 
of mothers, the sons’ beliefs were in contrast to a vi-
sion of life presented by them, whereas in the case 
of fathers, the sons’ beliefs are more complementary.

With reference to parental attitudes, it should 
be noted that they have definitely weaker connec-
tions with the schemas of children. Only in the case 
of daughters can one see clear dependencies in the 
assessment of mothers’ attitudes, especially in the 
Unrelenting standards and Incompetency schemas, 
which are favourable to the intensification of sche-
mas from the domain Disconnection and rejection 
and Impaired autonomy. These results are consistent 
with the interdependence of the schemas of mothers 
and daughters. However, basically, there is no cor-
relation between the attitudes of fathers and daugh-
ters or between the attitudes of both parents and the 
schemas of sons. This may signify that parental at-
titudes should be understood more as, on one hand, 
a way of manifesting the parents’ own schemas, and 
on the other hand, the parental attitudes are closer to 
conscious control. As long as the schema is treated 
ego-syntonically, the way of functioning of the “self”, 
parental attitudes are often the result of a conscious 
communication with others and they are also subject 
to control and self-monitoring.

The results presented are partially confirmed in 
the literature. Kadzikowska-Wrzosek (2011) in her 
research confirmed that parental attitudes influence 
boys in a different way than girls, among others in 
autonomy and self-regulation of emotions. Knopp 
(2007) in his research on the development of emo-
tional intelligence also noted that different parental 
attitudes are essential for boys and girls, but in a dif-
ferent way. He explained this, among other things, 
with social expectations in which girls are more 
expected to enter into relationships (maybe that is 
why the schemas of daughters are complementary 
in this research), whereas boys are rather expected 
to have achievements (that is why there are correla-
tions between the schemas of parents and sons, es-
pecially inverse correlations of almost all the sche-
mas of fathers with the schema Seeking admiration/
recognition of sons). Moreover, according to Plopa 
(1993, 1995), mothers affect daughters’ emotional 
sensitivity to a greater extent. Chromy (2015) noted 
that positive memories from childhood and positive 
relationships with the mother strengthen the process 
of identification with her and taking over her atti-

tudes as a model in relationships with her own child; 
a negative image of a mother leads either to copying 
her attitudes or to counter-identification.

Grzegorzewska (2012) observed that parental atti-
tudes during the process of their development as well 
as during the education of children over a period of 
years is characterised by a large range of changeability 
and stability at the same time. Changeability is con-
nected mostly with the child’s development and the 
change of conditions of surroundings, whereas stabili-
ty results from emotional experiences, values and con-
victions concerning both oneself and a child in a fam-
ily. If it is assumed that these convictions have their 
origins in the family background (Chromy, 2015), it 
may also signify that the shaping of these attitudes is 
influenced by schemas created in a family and includ-
ing a broad spectrum of reality (Young et al., 2014).

Monirpoor et al. (2012) found in their research 
on father–child relationships that paternal care, 
positive emotions and a  real, effective relationship 
with a child are correlated negatively with all sche-
mas of children, whereas excessive support and care 
are favourable to higher intensification of schemas. 
At the same time, they stated that fathers influence 
the development of psychopathology in a  child by 
their own psychopathology and by parental atti-
tudes. These arguments support the results obtained 
in the present research in which the higher inten-
sification of dysfunctional schemas of a father (thus 
specific psychopathology) strengthens the schemas 
of daughters and also – although to a lesser degree – 
sons (Esmali Kooraneh & Amirsardari, 2015). In their 
research they also confirmed that parental styles can 
be predictors of schemas in children – an autono-
mous style is related negatively to schemas from 
the domain Disconnection and rejection, where as 
an authoritarian style strengthens schemas from the 
domains Other directedness and Disconnection and 
rejection. Similar results were obtained in this study, 
which is clearly visible in the case of the correlation 
of the parental attitudes of mothers and the schemas 
of daughters.

In the available literature, both Polish and foreign, 
there is no research focusing directly on the relation-
ships between the schemas of parents and those of 
their children. However, it seems that the content 
analysis of mutual relationships is in accordance 
with Young’s theory. Undoubtedly, it is important 
to extend this subject matter by adding information 
concerning the strategy of dealing with a schema (ex-
cessive compensation, avoidance, giving up) (Young 
et al., 2014) that could partially explain the directions 
of dependencies whose interpretation in this study 
may only be a hypothesis. Moreover, an explanation 
of the dependencies in the domain of parental atti-
tudes generally consistent with the current state of 
knowledge and Young’s theory seems to entitle one 
to a certain extent to understand parental attitudes 
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and their genesis for interpretation of their correla-
tions in schemas.

A  limitation of the present research, besides the 
correlation procedure which was used, was the small 
size of the research group. Moreover, only two-par-
ent families with two children, a son and a daughter, 
were tested; the results obtained cannot be general-
ized to relationships in a  family with one or more 
than two children or to situations in which a parent 
is bringing up a child alone.

conclusions

On the basis of the above conclusions, a  trans-gen-
erational “inheritance” of schemas can be assumed. 
However, it does not seem that it is a  relationship 
which consists of children repeating their parents’ 
schemas. Rather, children’s schemas become the an-
swer to parents’ schemas – in the case of daughters, 
more complementary; in the case of sons, the reverse. 
Clear relationships, although requiring some fur-
ther definition, between parental attitudes and chil-
dren’s schemas were observed. The present research 
is an initial exploration; trials were carried out on 
a non-clinical sample. Certainly, it would be interest-
ing to do further research on a clinical sample, espe-
cially in the case of a parent’s psychopathology. The 
present results may be a  starting point for further 
verification of the problem raised.

The authors wish to thank Ms. Natalia Janiszewska- 
Mierzyńska for the significant help in editing the text 
of English version of this article.
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